This article examines how Žižek's analysis of "subjective" violence can be used to explore the ways in which media coverage of a terrorist attack is contoured and shaped by less noticeable forms of "objective" (symbolic and systemic) violence. Drawing upon newspaper coverage of the 2017 London Bridge attack, it is noted how examples of "subjective" violence were grounded in the externalization of a clearly identifiable "other", which symbolically framed the terrorists and the attack as tied to and representative of the UK Muslim community. Examples of "systematic" violence were most notable in the ideological edifice that underpinned this framing but also in the ways in which newspaper reports served to draw upon British values in the aftermath of the attack. This directed attention away from the contradictions within the UK, towards narratives that sought to "fix" these contradictions through eradicating the problem of "the other" and/or by violently protecting the British values "they" seek to undermine. As a consequence, newspaper coverage worked to uphold the illusion that "peace" could be achieved by eradicating terrorism through further forms of objective violence, including, internment without trial; the "ripping up" of human rights; and, closer surveillance of Muslim communities. Indeed, it was this unacknowledged violence that worked to maintain British values in the press' coverage.
By applying a Žižekian analysis of the media (Taylor 2010; Žižek 1989 , the following sections will highlight how media coverage of terrorism can more purposefully be used to identify underlying contradictions within the representation of British values. Aside from the media's often dramatic and spectacular focus on subjective violence, soon to be discussed, a Žižekian approach "enables media audiences to perceive the 'contours' -the 'background' that make subjective violence possible and inevitable" (Howie 2012, 115 ). This will now be considered.
Žižek: subjective and objective violence
In his layered approach to violence, Žižek (2010) distinguishes between two forms: subjective and objective. Subjective violence is the act committed by an agent and it is a form of violence that is easily attributable to a particular individual or group. According to Žižek (2010) , brutal and violent "acts" are forms of subjective violence, "which [… are] experienced, observed and enacted on individual victims by perpetrators" (Rudge et al. 2012, 34) . More importantly, it is subjective violence which "serves to deliver us from the responsibility to act" (Žižek 2012, 5) , by focusing attention on the act of violence and its immediate brutality.
For Howie (2012, 59) , "terrorist violence is clearly subjective violence". It is often committed by an individual or a small group of individuals, it is "dramatic" in its perpetration and it is usually committed against members of the public. Accordingly, it is "the overpowering horror of violent acts and empathy with the victims [which] inexorably function[s] as a lure which prevents us from thinking" (Žižek 2010, 3) . Media coverage implicitly supports subjective violence by failing to confront the underlying problems that sustain terrorism, instead focusing on its brutality (Howie 2012; Taylor 2010) . As a result, subjective violence is not unique, in the sense that it is unprecedented or without cause but, instead, such violence emerges from and is shaped by the "contours that sustain and organize visible and brutal acts of violence" (Howie 2011, 3) .
In elaborating upon these contours, Žižek's (2010) objective violence refers to two interrelated dimensions: symbolic violence and systemic violence. Symbolic violence is the violence of language and the "imposition of a certain universe of meaning" (Žižek 2010, 1) . This highlights the ways in which hegemonic discourses provide particular representations of reality. It reflects the inherent exclusions within language, so that while "There are language acts that are direct violent outburst such as discrimination and verbal abuse, … there are also structural features of language that impose more subtle, objective language violence" (Howie 2011, 20) . 4 Systemic violence is the unending expansion of capitalism and the economic activities that maintain neoliberalism. This is violence which is reflected in the increase in inequality between rich and poor and in the move from rural traditions to urban industrialism. 5 In such instances:
The conventional notion of violence [… is] widened to include de facto economic coercion. For example, a cleaning worker on minimum wage may not be frog-marched out of the house each day to scrub toilets, but basic economic pressure acts as an effective force in its own right. (Taylor 2010, 122) .
Furthermore, systemic violence can be used to examine the consequences of Western economic practices and political systems globally.
In drawing a link between subjective violence, systemic violence and "The War on
Terror", Žižek (2006, 370) explains how the subjective violence of the American soldierspictured torturing Iraqi prisoners in leaked photos from the Abu Grahib prison, Iraq -was the 6 result of the systemic violence which structures and shapes US society. The leaked photos served as an exposition of the "obscene underside" of US culture. Žižek's comments refer specifically to the culture of "hazing" at US fraternities, which often reflect explicit sexual themes. Notably, the leaked photos portrayed the US Army personnel performing acts of sexual violence against the detainees. As a result, while certain forms of violence can remain hidden, they can be objectively real, especially in systemic forms. As evident in Žižek's (2006) reference to US society, such systemic forms of violence can also be reflected in the perpetuation of national values which are sustained by obscuring their "obscene underside".
This will be returned to in the following discussion on British values.
For now, it is important to emphasize that the significance of Žižek's (2010) argument, is that rather than viewing subjective violence as the destabilising act of an otherwise stable peace, Žižek directs us to consider how such "peace" is sustained by forms of objective violence (symbolic and systemic). In doing so:
objective violence is misrecognized and normalized; … subjective violence is noisy, riotous and a perturbation of the norm. For Žižek, each form of violence is not to be viewed as an opposite pole; rather each is implicated and implicit in the activities and operations of the other. (Rudge et al. 2012, 34 [italics in original] ).
Therefore, without drawing a discussion to the individual motives of the terrorist, it is important that one considers "the conditions that make terrorist atrocities seem morally acceptable to desperate, radicalised people" (Sharpe and Boucher 2010, 37) . Indeed, examples of terrorism, such as:
7 9/11 did not happen in an ahistorical vacuum. There were systematic and structural forces -a particular brand of US democracy, the fighting of a proxy war against the other Cold War superpower, a militarised everyday culture, Reganomics, a particular attitude towards the world, and a host of other objectively violent features -that formed the background for the subjectivity of US and Soviet led violence in many parts of the world. (Howie 2011, 16 (Alam and Husband 2013, 237) In view of the above, it this article's contention that while objective forms of violence are not spectacular and, as a consequence, do not receive as much attention, the media's preference for news features that focus on terrorism's "subjective" aspects provides an opportunity to examine how objective forms of violence can be made visible. That is:
Rather than violence being something the news media disinterestedly transmits as factual images of violent acts from around the world, violence is re-conceptualized by
Žižek as the innate oppressiveness of the media's SOP [standard operating procedure]
-the powerful and harmful constraints it imposes upon language and thought despite its purported neutrality. (Taylor 2010, 146) .
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The significance here is that "[media] passivity can also be violent" (Valentic 2008, 2) . As a result, mediated violence, such as, the 24-hour coverage of terrorist attacks, as well other global events including: environmental disasters; humanitarian crises; and, political scandals, are imbedded in forms of objective violence (Taylor 2010; Valentic 2008; Žižek 2010) . Before turning to newspaper coverage of the London Bridge attack, the following section will serve to relate Žižek's subjective and objective violence to media coverage of terrorism. In this discussion specific attention will be given to the framing of Islam, the UK Muslim community
and British values.
Terrorism, violence and the media's framing of the UK Muslim community and British values
While the role of the mass media in acts of terrorism has been widely noted (Clutterbuck 1977) -with Howie (2012, 44) asserting that "it is the media itself that drives discussions, explorations and public discourses on terrorism" -it is evident that the media and terrorism continue to maintain a level of symbiosis (Schlesinger 1991) , with media coverage of terrorism increasing since 9/11 (Rohner and Frey 2007) . Accordingly, Alam and Husband (2013, 246) argue that:
The [UK] government is not without assistance in [… the] process of selling the risk of imminent terrorist threat, for there is an incestuous relationship between the media, the terrorist and government; all of them have a vested interest in exploiting terrorism through the media.
Furthermore, whereas the benefits of prolonged and extensive media coverage can help to support terrorists who wish to garner global attention, as noted by Derrida, media coverage can also serve to aid those who need, require or wish to frame certain groups as "evil" (Borradori 2003 ).
Consequently, in the UK, Alam and Husband (2013, 250) detail how Muslim communities have increasingly come under attention within government rhetoric and media coverage as culturally "alien" and "as a potential risk to British social order". As a result, Muslim communities are "seen as constituting both a symbolic and a realistic threat to majority 'British' interests" (Alam and Husband 2013, 250) . Indeed, this extends the "violence" of terrorism beyond the victims to include those communities who are deemed to be responsible for such acts.
When "Targeted as alien and threatening", Alam and Husband (2013, 249) Additionally, when considered in accordance with Žižek's analysis of violence, then the media's framing of terrorist attacks and the apparent "threat" of Muslim communities can serve to reveal how such exclusion becomes a product of underlying forms of systemic violence (Žižek 2010 Given the intersections between terrorism, the media and violence, the following section will apply Žižek's (2010) subjective and objective violence in order to examine the ways in which media coverage of a terrorist atrocity works to ideologically locate certain groups, while at the same time, promoting certain values through calls for further violence. In particular, the following sections will explore how the media can passively serve in the functioning of violence, by examining the subjective and objective dimensions of newspaper coverage of the London Bridge attack. While attention will be given to examples of subjective violence within newspaper reports, selected extracts will also be used to detail how the press' coverage and, in particular, its ability to demarcate and essentialise "the other", served as a form of symbolic violence that, in conjunction with discourses on British values, presented "veiled discussions about who, or who not, to include in a society" (Rudge et al. 2012, 36) . Specifically, this will explore how the perpetuation of British values was predicated on forms of systemic violence.
Subjective violence in newspaper coverage: a "terrifying spree of indiscriminate carnage"
With regard to the work of Ellis (2000 Ellis ( , 2009 , Howie (2012, 26) highlights how the "the most common type of witnessed mediated event sees journalists deploy particular reporting strategies which are pieced together and displayed in aesthetically clean and spectacular forms that can be easily and unproblematically consumed". However, what became apparent from newspaper coverage of the London Bridge attack was that this reporting followed a "carefully cultivated sense of shock" (Taylor 2010, 127) .
Notably, the shock of the attack was evidenced in the press' reference to a number of "traumatic images" that emphasized the attack's subjective dimensions. The Daily Mail drew upon witness videos which had filmed the attack (both during and after):
In one Borough Market pub, The Globe, a man soaked in blood patiently waited as The shock of the attack was, according to The Daily Telegraph, "the second time in less than a fortnight, [that] the nation has woken to a story of carnage, horror and heroism that has taken place overnight" . Here, the "terrifying spree of indiscriminate carnage" (Littlejohn, Daily Mail, June 5, 2017) was committed by "knife-wielding jihadis … wreaking terror in the packed bars and restaurants around Borough Market, slitting throats and shrieking:
This is for Allah" (Greenhill et al., Daily Mail, June 5, 2017) . For Leo, "London was now a war zone" (The Sun, June 5, 2017), with "The … police … being … expected to serve as infantrymen in a brutal war being fought in our streets, pubs and restaurants" (Phillips, Daily
Mirror, June 7, 2017).
While not deflecting from the severity of the attack, it is clear from the above examples that it was the "terrifying" nature of the attack, the carnage it created and the horror that it brought to pedestrian streets, which was laid bear in spectacular form in newspaper reports (Howie 2012) . In doing so, "the grave sense of irreversible loss [… and] the humiliation of fear" (Williams, The Guardian, June 5, 2017) which the attack provoked, was closely allied with the press' framing of subjective violence. Indeed, while Taylor (2010, 122) asserts that "the invisibility of objective violence makes it media-unfriendly", it is apparent that such violence is rendered insignificant to those reports that seek to emphasize the dramatic nature of the attack.
Here, the spectacle of terrorism is something that goes beyond the act itself, forming a central part of how the event is reported, a process that inevitably adds to the attack's "spectacular" effects (Hoskins and O'laughlin 2007) . This was efficiently rendered in those examples that contrasted the attack with the "buzzing" bars from which "laughter and conversation was shattered by a devastating terrorist attack, as brutal as it was quick" (Topping et al., The Guardian, June 5, 2017) . By focusing on the attack's subjective brutality, the "shattered" "normalcy" of a Saturday night in London could be established. In so doing, newspaper reports were able to highlight how news of the attack revealed a break in normality.
For Cox:
NEWS of this latest barbaric act of senseless violence reached me at the end of a day that until then had been both peaceful and beautiful. Camping with the kids. Toasting marshmallows. Crawling into bed in our tepee by the river. Simple pleasures but ones 13 that -once again -we are reminded we can never take for granted. (Daily Express, June 6, 2017) While the "simple pleasures" and domestic serenity of Cox's (2017) family camping trip were brought to bear amidst news of the attack, for Phillips the atrocity was a direct attack against the "spirit" of London:
A spirit seen in its full, raucous, gobby glory in the capital's pubs on a Saturday night. In each of the above examples, newspaper reports rendered a depiction of "British" society that was idealistically natural ("spirit"), romantically free ("simple pleasures") and harmoniously ordered ("A typical Sunday afternoon"). In these instances, it was clear that the brutality of the attack was a "perturbation of the 'normal', peaceful state of things" (Žižek 2010 , 2 see also Cox 2017).
Yet, "objective violence is precisely the violence inherent to this 'normal' state of things" (Žižek 2010, 2) ; evident in the sense that it is not the act of terrorism which reflected the disruption of civil society, but the "manifest [ation] [of] its underlying phantasmic structure" (Žižek 2012, 2) . To clarify, it was only after the attack that such "fantasies" of a peaceful, nonviolent British society were apparent, fantasies that ultimately served to accentuate the attack's subjective violence. Here, "Žižek's analysis of fantasy demonstrates how it plays a powerful structuring role in our real, pragmatic lives", so that, in short, "life without fantasies is essentially not possible" (Taylor 2010, 152 ). In the above examples, it was the symbolic framing of the terrorist's subjective act which revealed the underlying fantasy of an illusory
British society, represented in romanticized accounts of a harmonious London, naturalized in "spirit". In doing so, the explicit nature of the attack and its subversion of the "normal"
prevented any considered reflection of its causes. Instead, as the following sections will detail, possible causes were found elsewhere.
Symbolic violence and "the other": immigration, Islam and the "enemy within"
Since 9/11, the argument that there is a "crisis of multiculturalism" has served to characterise and "justify political initiatives in relation to integration, security and immigration" ( Furthermore, as noted by Murray (2017) , it was the "cultural benefits" of immigration that required consideration. In fact, such calls are often grounded in arguments for ethnic integration and/or assimilation, a process that can only occur when "the original ethnic difference is either wholly effaced or of only minor, optional value" (Valluvan 2017, 4) . As a result, for Phillips, there was a clear distinction between "Islamists" and those who are "merely cultural Muslims who observe no religious practices" (The Times, June 6, 2017). Here, the demarcation of "Islam" as culturally separate and the segmentation of the Muslim community, reflected in those who were only "cultural Muslims", worked to politicize culture through a process of identifying and selecting a subject to be "othered" (Black 2016 ).
Notably, "As multiculturalism's impossible subjects", Lentin and Titley (2011, 19) highlight how it is "Muslims" who often "sit at the apex of a triangulated politics, aligned with accommodating relativists and assertive liberal-nationalists in a political geometry convinced of these axes as fixed relationships and final horizons". In coverage of the London Bridge attack, the political consequence was that the problem of immigration and "the pernicious doctrine of 'multiculturalism'" were subsequently linked with the creation of "vast, monocultural Muslim ghettoes in our great cities" (Littlejohn, Daily Mail, June 5, 2017 [italics added] ). Consequently, while serving "as lightning rods for writers who were set against the policy" of multiculturalism (Karim 2008, 76) , it was the Muslim community who were viewed as responsible for the London Bridge attack.
Symbolic violence and "the other": segmenting the Muslim community
While not "suggest [ing] that the vast majority of Muslims in Britain support the terrorists", Littlejohn was clear to point out that "it is incontestable that the terrorists are all Muslims who quote the Koran to justify their deranged war against those they consider to be filthy infidels i.e.: anyone who fails to subscribe to their fundamentalist beliefs" (Daily Mail, June 5, 2017). Elsewhere, Jones and Clarke (2005, 306) have highlighted that in media portrayals of the "war on terror", the media "all too easily strays into a somewhat delusional, but diametric opposition … that of a Manichaean conflict of Good and Evil -an opposition that, in reality, does not exist (in the terms in which it is conventionally set)". Instead, the above examples reveal how ethnic inclusion/exclusion followed a process of segmentation within the press' discourse, most notable in the distinction between "good" and "bad" Muslims ( The assertion that Islam is left in a constant "struggle" of (re)presentation, is reflected in Valluvan's (2017, 2) contention that "the production of identities of ethnic difference and the incorporation into normative Western practices of urban life is better seen as constituting one and the same process". As an example of symbolic violence, this same process can be seen in the ambivalent way Muslims are framed within press reports; that is, as being required to show allegiance to the nation, while at the same time, being positioned as outside the nation. Therefore, while examples of "neo-racism" dictate a move from biological to cultural racism (Balibar and Wallerstein 1991) , the latter reflecting the ways in which Muslims are perceived as culturally external to hegemonic conceptions of British culture, the above examples highlight how the segmentation of the Muslim community ("decent Muslims") worked to culturally locate them as "outside", yet also, "within" the nation. In other words, as a group "unnaturally" in our home. The effect of this separation is that it ambivalently worked to prescribe the Muslim community with a preconditioned inability to integrate with British culture while also being endowed with the responsibility to "fix" Islamic terrorism in order to integrate with British culture. For example:
On the morning of this attack, the brave former police chief and Muslim lawyer Nazir values" were symbolically grounded in the demarcation of a specific group of national traitors ("subversives", i.e. The Muslim community) and in the subtle call for this group to fix their problem, or else ("if they do not, the rest of the nation will"). Here, the ambiguity of Murray's (2017) comments reflected how calls for violence -against Muslim communities -could be subtly performed. In fact, it was this symbolic violence -the selective and pejorative portrayal of the UK's Muslim community -which was systemically sustained by references to British values. This will now be considered.
The framing of systemic violence: The perpetuation of British values in newspaper coverage
While remaining aware of the integrative and disintegrative effects of social norms (De Swaan 1995), the above examples have served to highlight how these attributes can ambiguously locate Muslim communities as both "inside" and "outside" the nation. Here, the UK Muslim community was subject to a "familiar double bind" in that "compliant integration into a prescribed national 'way of doing things' depends on being recognized as integrating, and this is a fragile basis on which to ensure equality" (Lentin and Titley 2010, 192) . While this serves as an example of symbolic violence within the press, such ambiguity can work to maintain a level of subversion from which the promise of "inclusion" is buttressed by a dogmatic and absolute adherence to a specific set of British values that are conceived and presented as a formative part of British society. In fact, when presented as 'common sense', such values can serve to reveal underlying form of systemic violence by alienating certain groups.
The significance of this is reflected in Žižek's (1989) assertion that ideologies work to preserve voluntary consent, giving the impression that the subject is acting "non-ideologically" With regard to the work of Latour (2004), Jones and Clarke (2005, 303) highlight how "the primary pitfall of Anglo-American … politics", suggests that the notion of "freedom is 'our' own; it belongs to 'our' own world and leaves it only in the form in which 'we' cast it". 6 What we see in the above examples, therefore, is how the value of "freedom" becomes assertively conceived as an inherent trait of Western societies and as a non-ideological fact of what is "true", "right" and "sensible" (Žižek 1989 Moyes and Philips, 2017; Travis, 2017) As can be seen, such notions of "freedom" were paradoxically grounded in a dogmatic following of British values, echoing previous assertions which stated that Muslims "must" accommodate with these values. Here, the "ideological processes" underlying British values could be "hidden by their very explicitness and natural feel" (Taylor 2010, 12 [italics added] ).
That is, by presenting such values as natural and an accepted part of British society, then their elicitation could appear non-ideological and apolitical, a process that served to further cement "the terrorists" and their associated Muslim communities as "unnaturally" outside these values.
Ultimately, by elevating British values beyond the realm of politics, such values could be de-politicized (Žižek 1989) . This serves to underscore how the representation of British 
The framing of systemic violence: The intolerance of British tolerance
In their study of a "multiethnic workplace", Rudge et al. (2012, 32) detailed how the notion of tolerance "work[ed] to counteract obtaining inclusivity or equity". They identified "that it is the tolerator (the person who positions themselves as 'tolerant') who retains definitional power of what is to be tolerated" (Rudge et al. 2012, 32 [italics in original] ). In the case of the London
Bridge attack, such notions of tolerance, as held by the British state, were widely reported in newspaper accounts. According to Samuel:
Britain isn't perfect, of course, and many Muslims have no doubt come across discrimination or ignorance. But this is by and large a tolerant country, and surveys of Muslims suggest that the vast majority feel they benefit from its freedoms. Britain is not very good at explaining that these freedoms come as a package, along with tolerance, Consequently, while liberal multiculturalism is predicated upon calls for greater unity and British integration; indeed, a tolerance of "the other", such tolerance was discursively grounded in forms of intolerance. That is, while on the one hand critics of British "tolerance"
were explicit in their assertion that "the British" had been "too tolerant" of terrorists, on the other hand, notions of tolerance and plurality were commended as important attributes of It is here that "the idea of tolerance becomes harder to sustain as multiculturalism increasingly comes under fire as mere political correctness which is stopping free speech and interfering in social relations" (Rudge et al. 2012, 43) . Indeed, what is clear from these examples, is that "tolerance" becomes the problem, providing the opportunity for assertions of cultural accommodation and for tighter controls on immigration. In certain instance, this led to calls for a rejection of human rights, in favor of internment without trial and stricter monitoring of Muslim communities.
The framing of systemic violence: "ripping up" human rights
In the aftermath of the attack, a number of articles revealed a distinct sense of justification in proposing stronger restrictive measures on terrorist suspects. While working to draw attention to the Muslim community, Kemp noted, "We must take a harder line against all forms of extremism, shutting down mosques, schools and Islamic organisations that incubate hatred, and seriously tackling radicalisation in prisons and universities" (Daily Express, June 5, 2017 The most serious acts of terrorism carry a life sentence and judges impose lengthy minimum terms, but Mrs May hinted yesterday that she wants those convicted of a range of lesser offences to be locked up for longer. To do this she could introduce a system of extended sentences that is already used for people convicted of violent and sexual crimes which do not carry life sentences but where the court considers there is a significant threat to the public. (The Times, June 5, 2017) While the above examples highlight how counter-terrorism strategies have been critiqued for the ways in which they serve to target British Muslims (Webber 2015), they also reveal how any restrictive action was not only normal but radically required.
According to Valentic (2008, 3) , "today's focus on terrorism as a 'global' destructing force demands thinking about the way in which ideological frameworks are deployed in justification of violence". Indeed, Howie (2012) details how certain commentators of 9/11 promoted "metaphorically sanitized" forms of violence in the media. This was reflected in the following examples:
We cannot live in a country where attacks happen every few weeks, and an iron fist must now be used against the Islamist cancer in our society. (The Daily Telegraph, June 5, 2017) There are multiple interpretations of the Koran. It's not our job to decide which one is correct, simply to deal ruthlessly with any manifestation of Islam which wants to bring bloody mayhem to our streets. (Littlejohn, Daily Mail, June 5, 2017) In certain instances, such assertions could become a conduit for fantasizing about the possibility of torturing terrorists:
The pub across the road from where I am sitting is called The Hung, Drawn And The clear threat that she [May] is willing to amend human rights laws "if they get in the way of doing these things" is a recognition that some of the revived restrictions have already been subject to successful legal challenges in the British courts. This commitment appears to contradict the Tory manifesto pledge not to repeal or amend the Human Rights Act until after Brexit, but she may be relying on the fact that any legal challenges may well take at least two years to play out. (The Guardian, June 7, 2017) According to Alam and Husband's (2013, 245) In a similar vein, calls for internment and a desire to "rip up" human rights revealed a clear rejection of the same values that previous articles had sought to promote. Instead, British tolerance was a "tolerance … premised upon a much more powerful but foresworn intolerance towards an engaged analysis with the structural causes of ethnic conflict conveniently dismissed as tribal in origin" (Taylor 2010, 131) .
Summary and concluding thoughts
In her account of terrorism and its causes, Richardson (2007, xxii) argues that "the causes of terrorism are not to be found in objective conditions of poverty or privation or in a ruthless quest for domination but rather in a lethal cocktail that combines a disaffected individual, an enabling community, and a legitimizing ideology". The issue here is that the "cocktail" which Richardson (2007) details is one based upon preordained conditions rather than the objective violence that contours these conditions (Žižek 2010) . By way of meeting this critique, this article has drawn upon Žižek's (2010) subjective and objective violence in relation to newspaper coverage of a violent terrorist attack. Implicit in Žižek's (2010) analysis is that the representation of a normal/peaceful society is based upon other less noticed forms of violence.
As a result, this analysis has served to examine how media coverage of the London Bridge attack could elicit deeper forms of violence. In doing so, it identified the following results.
First, examples of subjective violence were noted within the press' coverage. This centered on the violent nature of the attack and the ways in which newspaper reports served to focus on its dramatic aspects. In particular, it was the apparent disruption of a "normal", peaceful, free and liberal UK which was brought to light in newspaper coverage of the terrorist attack. Notably, such examples of subjective violence were grounded in the externalization of a clearly identifiable "other". Here, examples of symbolic violence served to frame the terrorists and the attack as representationally tied to the UK's Muslim community.
Second, while framings of "the other" were predicated upon "a mysterious and partially defined them" (Howie 2012, 83 [italics in original] ), this definition rested on examples of symbolic violence that followed a process of segmentation (Black 2016) . This was evident in the press' distinguishing between "good" and "bad" Muslims and in the ambivalent framing of the Muslim community, who were subsequently required to prove their allegiance to the UK and British values. As a result, Muslim groups were systematically caught between the prospect of being both included within as well as excluded from "the nation". Like a Möbius strip, this inclusion/exclusion tension was symbolically reflected in forms of systemic violence, most notable in references to, and statements from, UK politicians and in newspaper representations
of British values. As privileged actors of the UK state, the views and concerns of UK politicians highlighted the ways in which systemic violence could be symbolically performed.
Accordingly, if we consider subjective gestures to be linked with forms of objective violence (symbolic and systemic), then it is important that acts of terrorism are not considered as the actions of individual "men", considered to be "mad" or inherently "barbaric", but as a quite literal evocation of ignored violence within society. That is, as examples of symbolic violence reflected the ways in which newspaper discourses could select and position certain individuals/groups as outside "the nation" -a contention which rested upon a level of ambivalence -examples of systemic violence were most notable in the ideological edifice that underpinned the representation of British values. In such instances, newspaper coverage worked to uphold the illusion that "peace" could be achieved by eradicating terrorism through forms of systemic violence, including: internment without trial; the "ripping up" of human rights; and, closer surveillance of Muslim communities. To this end, newspaper reports of the attack ideologically functioned by directing attention away from the contradictions within society, towards narratives that sought to "fix" these contradictions through eradicating the problem of "the other" and/or violently protecting the British values "they" seek to undermine.
In view of these contradictions, what we see in newspaper coverage is how the agents of subjective violence -"the terrorist(s)" -undergo a process of disenfranchisement that symbolically elevates them beyond comprehension. That is, while Žižek (2002) has commented upon "the metaphoric universalisation of the signifier 'terror'"; a signification that could be tied to almost any message and "thus elevated to become the hidden point of equivalence between all social evils", Richardson (2007, 10) contends that:
a terrorist is neither a freedom fighter nor a guerrilla. A terrorist is a terrorist, no matter whether or not you like the goal s/he is trying to achieve, no matter whether or not you like the government s/he is trying to change.
What is significant from Richardson's (2007) assertion is that, when considered through a
Žižekian lens, the notion of a "terrorist" transcends any perspective ("no matter whether or not"). In so doing, "the terrorist" occupies both perspectives, becoming "the hidden point of equivalence" (Žižek 2002) for the "contradictions within Western social reality [which] appear as an external threat arising from without" (Sharpe and Boucher 2010, 35 [italics in original] ).
In fact, as that which occupies the antagonism between two opposing perspectives, the terrorists' "equivalence" reflects what Žižek (2006) has referred to as a "parallax view".
According to Žižek (2006, 8) , "the political parallax, [is] the social antagonism which allows for no common ground between the conflicting agents". This parallax was violently brought to bear in both the terrorists' subjective violence, and its subsequent reporting, but also, in the objective violence of the press, as seen in articles which prompted calls for internment without trial, violence against Islam and a rejection of human rights. In particular, this "gap" was reflected in the failure to offer any considered appraisal of the attack and/or a wider contextualization of terrorism. Instead, as the adversary of "our freedoms", Islamic terrorism stood as the opposite of liberal democracy, a separation that was enacted and maintained through calls for further violence and discursively promoted through the perpetuation of British values that were predicated on the pejorative framing of the Muslim community.
Indeed, by "learn[ing] to step back, to disentangle ourselves from the fascinating lure of this directly visible 'subjective' violence, … performed by a clearly identifiable agent" (Žižek 2010, 1) and through examining how both "Objective and subjective violence operate together to form the façade of the smooth running system and its underpinning beliefs" (Rudge et al. 2012, 34) , this article reveals the extent to which newspaper coverage of the London Bridge attack helped to maintain the fantasy of British values as grounded in examples of acknowledged (subjective) and unacknowledged (objective) violence.
